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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PURPOSE

The purpose of this inspection was to develop and test a prototype that agencies could use
to identi~ unduly burdensome or unnecessary internal controls.

BACKGROUND

On September 11, 1993, President Clinton signed Executive Order 12861 which required
that all executive departments and agencies eliminate 50 percent of their internal controls
by 1996. The President signed the Executive Order immediately following release of the
National Performance Review which described and detailed the immense time and
resources consumed by an over-abundance of internal controls.

In response, Department of Health and Human Services Secretary Donna Shalala
instructed her Continuous Improvement Program (CIP) Steering Committee to oversee the
reduction of internal controls within the Department. The CIP’s work group on internal
controls requested the Office of Inspector General’s (OIG) assistance in identifying
duplicative or unnecessary controls and requirements.

METHODOLOGY

The prototype methodology we developed uses clustered focus groups as well as group
and individual interviews with field-level staff to identify internal controls that they
believe are burdensome or unnecessary. We tested our methodology with 154 staff
working for Public Health Service (PHS) agencies in California, including the Food and
Drug Administration and the Indian Health Semite. We selected PHS for the case study
bwause of its diversity and complexity.

FINDINGS

Our findings are based on the opinions of the 154 field staff whom we interviewed. We
did not attempt to confirm or verify these opinions.

St@f iden@ed 260 internal controls that they believe are unduly buniensome or
unnecessary

The controls staff identified generally fall into the three CIP-defined categories:
approvals, procedures, and reports. Staff cited several reasons why they believe so many
unnecessary internal controls exist.
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Most unnecessary controls pe~”n to approvals and the need for deleg~”ons of authotiiy

Approximately 56 percent of the 260 controls that staff believe are unnecessary or unduly
burdensome fall into the category of approvals. Staff contend that many unnecessary
levels of review and approval exist in their offices, headquarters, and other agencies. In
addition to unnecessary program controls, staff cited unnecessary administrative controls
in the areas of procurement, budget, travel, personnel, performance evaluation,
timekeeping, payroll, and training.

To a limited extent, ~f iden~ed both wden and unwden procedures that should be
modfied or eliminated

Staff identified almost 30 written or unwritten operational procedures they believe should
be eliminated or modified. Staff stated that written procedures contain too much
extraneous information, are outdated or too difficult to continually update, and/or
with other procedures.

St~f believe that many repoits and paperwork could be eliminated or otherwise
streamlined

conflict

Staff identified approximately 85 burdensome or otherwise problematic reports and
systems for reporting data as well as unnecessary paperwork that they believe could be
eliminated. The most commonly mentioned reports were data reports. These include
information on staff and/or agency finances, travel, staffing, inventory, training, and
conferences. They also include data reported to headquarters on the performance of the
agencies’ customers, such as grantees, contractors, firms regulated by FDA, and health
care providers funded by PHS. Staff statedthat completing these reports takes their time
away from the more important tasks of administering public health programs. Finally,
some systems that were designed to ease reporting have become more burdensome than
helpful.

Approximately 96 percent of pa~”cipants believe that focus groups are useful for
iden~ing unnecessary internal controls

In order to assess the focus group approach, we asked participants to complete an
evaluation form at the end of each focus group. Participants strongly believe that the
focus group approach yields high quality information about unnecessary internal controls.

CONCLUSIONS

Focus groups are an effective means of identifying internal controls that may be unduly
butiensome or unnecessa~; however, the next step is to identi! the reason for each
conttwl before mod(fjing or eliminating ti

The focus group method provides an effective forum for initial identification and
discussion of problematic internal controls. It allows internal control reviewers to identify
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the controls that cause the most problems for staff--those that most negatively affect their
morale and their ability to do their jobs. It also allows reviewers to identify controls that
might not have been identified using a “top-down” approach. Finally, it helps clarify why
staff are concerned about specific controls.

Once the controls are identified, the next step is to determine the reason for each control,
take action, and provide feedback to staff. The focus groups provide a starting point for
analysis. Obtaining the perspectives of the people who developed, imposed, and oversee
each control is important in determining if a control should be retained, modified or
eliminated.

Agencies’ efforts to reduce internal controls are incomplete without jield @f input

Field staff identified controls that headquarters reduction efforts would probably not
identify because many of them are operational and do not appear in written procedures.
Field staff can contribute valuable information about revising controls that affect them. In
addition, the actual process of surveying staff can have positive effects on employee
empowerment and morale.

Ongoing effoits to reduce internal controls are necessary to prevent their pmlife-”on

The large number of unnecessary internal controls identified by staff is partially related to
the lack of a continuous effort to weed out and eliminate them. An on-going internal
controls review effort will be necessary to avert another build-up of unnecessary controls
after agencies meet the President’s 50 percent reduction requirement.

NEXT PHASES OF THE INSPECTION

This report will be followed by two additional inspection phases, each resulting in a
separate report. First, we will provide PHS with a list of every internal control identified
by staff as unduly burdensome or unnecessary, At the same time, we will develop a
methodology to analyze the controls identified by staff and test this methodology using a
sample of controls we select in association with PHS and the Office of the Secretary.
This methodology should help agencies determine the reason for each control and enable
them to decide whether the control should be retained, modified, or eliminated.

. . .
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INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE

The purpose of this inspection was to develop and test a prototype that agencies could use
to identify unduly burdensome or unnecessary internal controls.

BACKGROUND

On September 11, 1993, President Clinton signed Executive Order 12861 which required
that all executive departments and agencies eliminate 50 percent of their internal
management regulations and controls by 1996. The President signed the Executive Order
immediately following release of the National Performance Review which described and
detailed the immense time and resources consumed by an over-abundance of internal
controls.

In October 1993, the Office of Management and Budget (oMB) issued instructions to all
executive departments for implementing the Executive Order. The OMB instruction stated
that “the goal of this reduction effort is to weed out needless internal regulations so that:
(1) the outcomes to be achieved in a regulation are clearly articulated; (2) responsibilities
for decision making and action are clearlyassigned; and (3) oversight can shift from
process to outcome. ” The OMB encouraged agencies to re-examine internal business
practices and how these practices can be re-engineered to accomplish necessary
reductions.

In response to the Executive Order and OMB instructions, Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS) Secretary Donna Shalala instructed her Continuous Improvement
Program (CIP) Steering Committee to oversee the reduction of internal regulations and
controls within the Department. The CIP’S Advisory Group on Organization and
Management Structure and Processes established a work group to focus on internal
controls. The CIP work group requested the Office of Inspector General’s
(OIG) assistance in identifying duplicative or unnecessary controls and requirements.

Dejining Internal Regulations and Controls

The Executive Order defines internal management regulation as an agency directive or
regulation that pertains to its organization, management, or personnel matters. The OMB
clarified this definition by stating that, for the purposes of the reduction effort, an internal
control is defined as:

. .any agency directive, reg~dless of what you call it, that prescribes
agency policies or procedures--including internal agency acquisition
regulations and grant management requirements--that pertain to an agency’s
internal organization, management, or personnel.

1



The OMB stated that certain regulatory provisions should not be included in this reduction
effort. Excluded are provisions that (1) are non-discretionary (i.e. those required by
statute, court order, Executive Order, or other external agency directive), (2) promote
public information access, and (3) are determined to be necessary for the delivery of
“essential services. ”

The CIP clarified the definition of internal controls for purposes of HHS’ reduction effort
as:

. . .any imposition by an organizational unit upon another of a requirement
for approval of decisions or activities, guidance or procedures on how to
accomplish an assignment or mission, or reporting of information.. .intema.l
controls include any such imposition, regardless of the origin of the
requirement.

For purposes of this study, the term internal controls includes all of the elements in both
the Executive Order and CIP definitions. For clarity and brevity, we have consolidated
these definitions into the following three primary categories:

b approvals: layers of review and approvals;

● procedures: written manuals and guidance as well as unwritten controls such as
policies and instructions that have become standard; and

b repotis: written or automated reports describing grantee or staff performance,
requirements to use specific reporting systems, and paperwork requirements.

Status of Current Reduction Effotis

Since release of the National Performance Review in September 1993, the CIP’S
Organization and Management Work Group has been focusing its attention on reducing
internal controls. Its efforts have targeted (1) refining the task and developing a strategy
to achieve the 50 percent control reduction target, (2) issuing guidance to CIP committees
and HHS agencies, and (3) conducting analysis and review.

Agencies within HHS are at various stages in their internal controls reduction efforts.
The CIP requests that agencies provide them with quarterly reports on the status of their
efforts.

This is one in a series of reports prepared by the OIG on the subject of reducing internal
controls. It describes the methodology that we used to identify unnecessary internal
controls and the general results of our inspection. In subsequent reports, we will describe
in more detail the controls that staff identified. We conducted this inspection in
accordance with the Quality Standanis for Inspections issued by the President’s Council
on Integrity and Efficiency.

2



METHODOLOGY

OVERVIEW

The prototype methodology we developed uses focus groups and interviews with field-
level staff to identify internal controls that they believe are burdensome or unnecessary.
We devised this approach after reviewing HHS agencies’ internal controls reduction
efforts which are focused on headquarters-initiated policies, instructions, and
requirements.

To test our methodology, we conducted interviews--either individually, in small groups, or
in focus groups--with 154 staff working for Public Health Service (PHS) agencie; in”
California. We selected PHS for the case study because of its diversity and complexity.
The sample included the PHS regional office in San Francisco, the Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) regional office in San Francisco, the FDA district office in
Alameda, the FDA resident post in San Jose, and the Indian Health Service (IHS) Area
Office in Sacramento. We also interviewed some staff from the IHS district office in
Sacramento.

Number of Staff Participating in FOCUSGroups and Interviews, by Office

: ‘
Numberof

Numberof Numberof Numberof staff not in

E

Total Staff

Agency Focus Group Individual sample who Interviewed
Group Interview Interview provided (and % of all

Participants Participants Participants information agency W@
(sent letters)

PHS Regional Office
10 22

42 out of 64
San Francisco 10 0

(65.6%)

FDA Regional Office
9 3

16 out of 18
San Francisco 4 0

(88.9%)

FDA District Office
29 7

44 out of 130
Alameda 8 0

(33.8%)

FDA Resident Post
6 0 2

8 out of 10
San Jose o

(80.0%)

IHS Area Office
Sacramento (includes
district staff)

a ‘~ ~ ~’ ~ E
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FOCUS GROUP METHODOLOGY

We interviewed half of our sample (77 out of 154) in a total of 15 focus groups. The
primary benefit of using focus groups was the quality of information that was generated
by free-flowing discussion among staff who perform similar functions. Focus group
literature suggests that participants often fel more secure in the focus group setting.
Because participants are not required to respond, their statements may be more
spontaneous and meaningful. Using focus groups also saves time in identifying
unnecessary internal controls. During an hour and a half session, we could collect
information from four to eight individuals.

Developing the focus group clustem

We collaborated with each PHS agency to develop the focus group clusters. The focus
group literature recommends that groups should be comprised of 4 to 12 people. We
decided to limit our focus groups to no more than eight people to ensure that everybody
could participate fully.

To form the focus groups, we collected staff rosters from each agency. We clustered staff
based on three separate criteria:

● staff who perform similar duties within the same division or branch (e.g. FDA
district office microbiologists who all work in the Laboratory Branch);

b staff who perform similar duties but work in different divisions or branches (e.g.
PHS regional office administrative staff who work in different divisions and
branches); and

b staff who did not perform similar duties but worked in the same division or branch
(e.g. professionals of various disciplines working in IHS’ Office of Health
Programs).

If the total staff in a cluster numbered more than eight--the maximum desired focus group
size--we selected a random sample to form the focus group. When we were not able to
develop a cluster of at least four staff, we arranged a small group (two or three people)
interview rather than a focus group. We conducted small group interviews slightly
differently than focus groups. See page 7 for a more detailed explanation.

We made ourselves available to staff who were not selected to participate. After we
selected the participants, we sent letters describing the study to all staff, including those
who were not selected due to the random sampling. Appendix A is a copy of the letter
that we sent. The letters offered everyone the opportunity to call or send electronic mail
to us describing unnecessary internal controls. We alSOoffered to meet privately if they
wished. We received phone calls from two staff members who asked questions about the
study. They did not provide information about unnecessary internal controls.
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Scheduling the focus groups

We compared the effectiveness of two methods of scheduling the focus groups. For the
PHS regional office, we contacted staff directly to inform them of the scheduled date and
time. For IHS and FDA, our liaisons within these offices informed staff of the schedule.
Both methods were successfi.d, although each had benefits and drawbacks.

The primary benefit of contacting staff directly is that everyone clearly understood that an
outside, impartial group was addressing the issue of internal controls. This can yield
beneficial results during interviews becauseparticipants may believe there is a greater
opportunity for change. We were concerned that staff would not contribute as freely if
they believed local agency management was spearheading the effort. The drawback,
however, was that staff were not acquainted with us and were hesitant to commit time to
meeting with us, although their supervisors were aware we would be contacting them. As
a result, scheduling the PHS focus groups was time-consuming, and some participants did
not come to their assigned sessions. The staff that attended, however, provided useful
information on burdensome and unnecessary internal controls.

Using our agency liaisons to schedule the focus groups was successful but required
additional efforts to inform staff that this was an independent assessment of internal
controls rather than a PHS effort. Staff informed US they were skeptical that
PHS would take action on the issues they identified. Although we were concerned that
staff scheduled by PHS would be more hesitant to participate and contribute, we found
that these staff were more likely to attend than staff we scheduled and they identified
numerous controls they believed were unduly burdensome or unnecessary.

Preparing to conduct the focus groups

Prior to conducting the focus groups, we reviewed literature describing successful focus
group practices. The literature suggested that the moderator use a standardized “question
route. ” A question route basically is a combination between a script and a discussion
guide. Our question route included the text of our introduction and questions and guided
the moderator through each step of the focus group process. It also listed the approximate
amount of time we allotted for each phase of the focus group in order to finish in
approximately 90 minutes. Appendix B is the question route we used.

The literature stated that we should use unbiased, open-ended questions and probes to
evoke discussion from all participants. The literature alSOhelped us develop the checklists
we used to procure appropriate supplies and prepare the meeting rooms. See appendix C
for the checklist we used and appendix D for tips on conducting focus groups.

Conducting the focus groups

Each focus group session consisted of four phases: introduction, brainstorming, ranking
items identified during the brainstorming, and detailed discussion of the top-ranking items.
In practice, the focus groups varied in length from 80 to 120 minutes.
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Two OIG staff administered each session; one moderated while the other assisted. The
moderator was responsible for leading the discussion, ensuring participants did not stray
from the topic, and pacing the focus group so it did not exceed the time limit. The
moderator also was responsible for assuring that certain participants did not dominate the
conversation and that shy or quiet participants were included in the discussion. The
assistant recorded the brainstorming session on flipcharts, operated the tape recorder, took
notes during the probe session, and observed the participants’ body language and
expressions. In a few focus groups, we used a thirdOIG staff person to operate the tape
recorder and observe the participants.

Introduction: During the introduction, we briefly described our office, summarized our
purpose, and outlined our goals for the focus group. At the beginning of each focus
group session, we posted the CIP definition of internal controls and discussed each type--
approvals, guidance, and reports--in detail. We also acknowledged that certain controls
were useful and necessary, but, for the purpows of this study, we wanted participants to
focus on those they believed should be modified or eliminated.

This was a critical time to convince reluctant staff that contributing their ideas was
important. We accomplished this by mentioning that the Office of the Secretary had
requested the study. We acknowledged that we had no authority to make changes
ourselves, but we could make recommendations.

Brainstorming: Referring to the CIP definition, the moderator asked participants to call
out any controls they considered unduly burdensome or unnecessary. We went in order of
the C!IP definition--approvals first, followed by guidance and reports--but told staff they
could mention any control as it came to them. The assistant recorded each item on
flipcharts.

We asked participants to abide by certain rules when brainstorming. These included:

➤ not debating or otherwise discussing other participants’ ideas,
➤ giving a minimum of explanation so we could get the most out of the time set aside

for brainstorming, and
b speaking one at a time.

See appendix E for the entire list of brainstorming rules.

We allowed 45 to 60 minutes for the brainstorming. At the conclusion, we allowed time
for participants to ask each other for clarification of individual items and to consolidate
items if they wished to do so.

Ranking: We used a “walk and vote” method to allow participants to rank the internal
controls. We gave each participant five uniquely colored stickers and asked them to place
the stickers on the flipcharts next to the controls they most strongly believed needed to be
modified or eliminated. We told participants they could distribute their votes in any



manner they saw fit. They could use allfivevoteson one controlor theycould spread

them over several controls.

Assigning each participant a unique color allowedus some flexibilityin analyzingthe

data. First, we were able to determine how strongly the participants felt about each
control by tabulating the total number of stickers. Second, it enabled us to obtain a
simple count of the number of participants who voted for a specific control by counting
the number of colors for each control. The color-coding system also enabled us to
identify instances where one person feltstronglyabout a controlso we could direct

follow-upquestionsto thatindividual.

Detailed Dwussion: After participants voted, we discussed in more detail the three items
with the most votes. Specifically, we asked:

b What are theproblems with the control?
● What is the reason for the control?
b What should be done with the control?
● Whom should we contact to obtain more information about the reason for the

control?

Because thiswas thefirstopportunityforparticipantsto debatethe meritsand faultsof the
controls, we recorded the discussion using audio tape. We assured participants that they
would not be identified by name when we transcribed the tapes.

INDIVIDUAL AND SMALL GROUP INTERVIEWS

When appropriate, we interviewed staff in individual or small group (two or three people)
settings. We deemed these settings appropriate when staff held unique positions in an
office or when the number of staff performing similar duties was not enough to hold a
focus group. Some examples of staff who were interviewed in these settings include most
managers, administrative officers, and special consultants. We interviewed 75 staff in
48 separate sessions.

We conducted the interviews almost the same as the focus groups. We used the same
questions and probes for the detailed discussion, but we did not use the walk and vote
method for ranking. To assure consistency with the focus groups and to limit our
discussion to the most significant controls, ranking was based upon the number of
participants in the interview:

= ‘eskdtiem’o
~1 “Rank the three controls that you believe most strongly should be changed”

2 II “Each rank two controls that you believe most strongly should be changed”

3 II “Each ~ick one control that vou believe most sti-ondv shoukl be chan~ed”
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FINDINGS

Thefindings below are based on the opinions of the 154@eld sta~ whom we inteniewed.
We did not attempt to confirm or verii these opinions.

STAFF IDENTIFIED 260 INTERNAL CONTROLS THAT THEY BELIEVE ARE
UNDULY BURDENSOME OR UNNECESSARY

The controls staff identified generally fall into the three CIP-defined categories:
approvals, procedures, and reports. Approximately 56 percent of controls pertain to
approvals and the need for delegations of authority, 11 percent to procedures, and
33 pereent to reporting requirements.

Staff cited several reasons why they believe so many unnecessary internal controls exist.
Although staff believe that certain controls are necessary and help ensure consistency
nationally, they also believe that agencies are too quick to impose specific controls rather
than broader, flexible guidelines. At times, agencies impose--or watchdog agencies
recommend--broad or agency-wide controls in response to a single occurrence or unusual
situation. In addition, managers at different levels (in both the field and headquarters)
sometimes impose controls on the same administrative or regulatory area. Finally, some
staff noted that their agencies had never conducted a systematic review of internal
controls. As a result, agencies rarely eliminated internal controls, even if they were
outdated or no longer necessary.

MOST UNNECESSARY CONTROLS PERTAIN TO APPROVALS AND THE NEED
FOR DELEGATIONS OF AUTHORITY

Approximately 56 percent of the 260 controls that staff believe are unduly burdensome or
unnecessary fall into the category of approvals. Staff contend that many unnecessary
levels of review and approval exist in their offices, headquarters, and other agencies.
Staff identified numerous operational controls imposed by headquarters and their own field
offices. In addition, they cited unnecessary administrative controls in such areas as
procurement (including those imposed by the General Services Administration), budget
and finance, travel, personnel, performance evaluation, timekeeping and payroll, and
training.

S~f mentioned the negah”veimpact of opemtional controls imposed by headquatiem in
threequatiem of all focus group and interview sessions

Staff mentioned more than 35 controls imposed by headquarters agencies that hamper their
ability to do their jobs efficiently and provide quality customer serviee. These pertain to
the agency’s legal, professional, regulatory, oversight, contracting, and grant activities.
Some examples include multiple levels of review at FDA headquarters prior to taking
simple regulatory actions, PHS central office policy and controls on using consultants for
site visits, and IHS headquarters’ role in monitoring self-governance.
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In general, staff do not believe the numerous layers of review and approval at the
headquarters level are necessary. While staff understand that the role of headquarters is
to ensure consistency throughout the country, they described the negative effects of these
controls:

b Delays in decision-making caused by multiple headquarters-level reviews may
seriously impact field staffs ability to meet the agency’s mission. Lengthy
headquarters delays sometimes result in field staff having to redo work.

F Field staff at times do not believe that headquarters staff know all of the facts
when making decisions and therefore do not make the best possible decisions.

➤ Some headquarters agencies always approve local recommendations and decisions
and therefore do not appear to serve a useful purpose in decision-making.

b Although one rationale for centralized authority is to ensure that favoritism is
eliminated, staff claim that the agency’s customers simply bypass the local office
and appeal directly to headquarters. Staff believe that the favoritism that was
eliminated at the local level is now occurring at the headquarters level.

b In general, lack of authority has negatively impacted morale and employee
empowerment.

S~f ident&ied more than 20 buniensome ope~”onal controls thd have been imposed
by regional, district, or other jiefd office management

Staff described office processes that involve many layers of review and approval similar to
those they described in headquarters offices. In other cases, staff simply do not
understand why certain top managers (e.g. the IHS area office director or the FDA district
director) are required to sign leave slips or sign off as the property manager on small
purchases.

Controls on procurement and those imposed by the Geneml Services Administ~”on
(GSA) impact staffs ability to do their jobs

Staff from all agencies identified more than 15 controls regarding procurement and GSA.
These controls frequently result in staff not having access to appropriate resources in a
timely manner.

Staff described an overabundance of local and national controls on procurement. The
controls on procuring copiers, computer hardware and software, supplies, copying
services, conference facilities, telephone services, repairs, and small purchases in general
take time away from staff’s normal duties and impact their ability to do their jobs. For
the most part, the processes that staff mentioned as burdensome include (1) the multiple
approval levels--especially at the local level--even for small purchases, (2) the requirement
that staff obtain three bids for goods and services, (3) the paperwork required simply to

9



requesta procurement,and (4) the general inability to obtain needed equipment, supplies,
and services in a timely manner.

Staff from all agencies were particularly critical of GSA’s procurement and building
management controls. They reported that GSA’s involvement has resulted in massive
delays in relocating offices, delays in procuring what turned out to be a faulty telephone
system, inability to obtain emergency building management services, and unnecessary
paperwork.

Budget and finunce controls are pati”cularly buniensome to mid- and upper-level jieki
rnanagem

Staff from all agencies described unnecessary budget and finance controls at the local and
headquarters levels. The major issue is the lack of authority that local mid-level managers
have to manage their own budgets. While they are required to submit budgets to manage
their offices, they are still required to obtain approval for every expenditure. According
to these mid-level managers, local or headquarters management frequently reduce their
budgets without consulting or notifying them. Other budget and finance issues include
requirements that (1) staff keep budget commitment registers that are not reconciled with
agency budget data, (2) agencies use budget software that staff believe is outdated and
inadequate, and (3) funds must be recertified by a second staff member for availability in
the fourth quarter of the fiscal year.

Agencies require too many approvals for ~f to tmvel on offictil business and receive
tmvel reimbumement in a timely manner

Staff provided a list of more than a dozen burdensome internal controls regarding travel.
Of the 260 unduly burdensome or unnecessary controls identified, the number of review
and approval layers for travel orders was mentioned more frequently than any other single
control, even though many field staff do not travel for their jobs. Staff described similar
problems with the travel reimbursement process, where delays due to multiple approval
levels have resulted in instances where staff’s credit cards have been ca,ncelled due to non-
payment. Other burdensome controls include those limiting staff’s ability to obtain
blanket travel orders, the number and level of approvals for registration fees and travel to
non-agency meetings, and local requirements that staff submit and get approval for a
monthly travel plan, even though each trip must be individually approved.

S~f provided approximately 30 examples of unnecessary controls in the area of
personnel, pe~onnance evaluation, timekeeping, and payroll

Staff from all agencies identified approximately one dozen unnecessary or burdensome
personnel-related controls imposed by their agencies and the Office of Personnel
Management (OPM). In the area of personnel policy, the issues raised most often were
the cumbersome processes to hire and fire, the time required to obtain a new position
description due to the multiple layers of review within the agency and OPM, and the
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general inconsistency between controls pertaining to PHS commissioned officers and those
affecting civil service employees.

Discussions about controls on performance evaluation evoked strong sentiment from staff.
When asked to vote for the controls they believed most strongly needed to be addressed,
more staff voted for controls regarding the civil service Employee Performance
Management System (EPMS) than for any other control. Many staff and managers
disagree with the requirement that they must adhere to the strict criteria and format of the
EPMS. Some staff believe, in addition, that headquarters control over bonuses and
awards severely hampers employee morale.

In the areas of timekeeping and payroll, staff noted several areas where delegations of
authority and more freedom to design a flexible system would save time and resources.
These areas include the requirement that they use time cards, the process for approving
leave, and the controls limiting the field office’s ability to implement alternative work
schedules.

Ceitain internal controls limit st~~s input on and access to tnw”ning

Staff identified a few controls that they believe hamper their ability to obtain appropriate
training and career development resources. Staff do not understand why so many
approvals are necessary on the SF-350 training form, including training officers in
headquarters who do not know their training needs. Some staff also believe that the
controls in place limit their ability to identify their own training needs and obtain the
appropriate training.

TO A LIMITED EXTENT, STAFF IDENTIFIED BOTH WRITTEN
UNWRITTEN PROCEDURES THAT SHOULD BE MODIFIED OR ELIMINATED

Staff identified almost 30 procedures that should be eliminated or modified. In some
cases, staff referred to written manuals, guidance, and procedures. In other cases, they
described burdensome and inefficient processes for completing tasks that have never been
formalized (e.g., written into a manual or memo), but have become required operational
standards.

Staff stated that certain written procedures:

➤ contain too much extraneous information,
b are outdated or too difficult to update continually, and/or
b conflict with other procedures.

In other cases, staff believe that procedures were written or implemented by people who
didn’t have recent field experience and therefore didn’t understand how guidance should
have been developed. As a result, certain procedures--such as FDA’s processes for
sample disposition, analytical worksheets, and check analysis for imports--have become
unnecessarily burdensome and time-consuming.
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STAFF BELIEVE THAT MANY REPORTS AND PAPERWORK COULD BE
ELIMINATED OR OTHERWISE STREAMLINED

Staff identified approximately 85 burdensome or otherwise problematic reports and
systems for reporting data as well as paperwork that they believe are unnecessary and
could be eliminated. Duplication was a major theme that emerged from the focus groups.
Staff painted a picture of uncoordinated reporting systems that take their time away from
the more important tasks of administering public health programs.

Although not specifically an internal control, staff overwhelmingly believe that special
report requests from headquarters need to be reduced. The requests require that staff stop
their normal tasks in order to prepare data that is often already available through other
sources. Staff do not understand the purpose of the reports and seldom receive feedback
on the results of their efforts.

Completing buniensome or unnecessary repotis takes time away fmm more criiical duties

Data reports

Staff identified 50 data reports that should be eliminated or changed. These reports
include information on staff and/or agency finances, travel, staffing, inventory, training,
and conferences. They also include data reported to headquarters on the performance of
the agencies’ customers, such as grantees, contractors, firms regulated by FDA, and
health care providers funded by PHS.

Staff believe that many of these reports are no longer necessary. In some cases,
automated systems have replaced manual systems, but headquarters still requires paper
reports. In other cases, regulations or requirements changed, but nobody informed field
offices that reports were no longer required.

At times, the rigid, required format of reports wastes time and effort. For instance,
although staff routinely complete reports after conducting field visits, they cited instances
where they should be allowed to substitute abbreviated reports for full reports. An
example is FDA inspection reports where investigators find no violations. Investigators
stated that they are required to complete the full establishment inspection report, even
though they must write “no action indicated” throughout the entire report.

EmrJowe activitv remrts

Staff described the burden of completing reports that summarize their activities to
supervisors or headquarters. Staff from all agencies believe that monthly, weekly, and
even daily reports hurt morale because their existence implies that management does not
trust them. In general, both staff and their first-line supervisors believe that the
supervisors should monitor staff by being involved in their activities and talking with them
rather than by mandating reports.
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Some systems that were designed to ease reporting have become more buniensome than
helpful

Although staff acknowledged that automation has improved their work lives, they are
somewhat dissatisfied with the requirements to use specific systems. During the focus
groups and interviews, they described systems that are cumbersome or flawed or require
too much information. In other cases, staff contended that commercial software would
meet their needs much better than the proprietary software that headquarters requires them
to use. Examples of reporting systems that staff believe need to be changed are budget
tracking, timekeeping, and employee activity tracking systems.

Headquarters and local management have limited staff’s access to certain systems, such as
PHS’ BHCDAnet and FDA’s central file number assignment system. These controls
cause delays in completing assignments because staff have to ask authorizing officials to
provide information from these systems.

Stiff suggest that bast”cpaperwork exercises be reevaluated

Staff questioned the most basic of paperwork requirements: differently colored file
copies, sending hard copies after transmitting copies via electronic mail or fax, and
requiring hard copies of reports that are available on automated systems. Staff also
mentioned instances where paperwork could be reduced if materials were distributed on-
line or only to staff who need and use them.

APPROXIMATELY 96 PERCENT OF PARTICIPANTS BELIEVE THAT FOCUS
GROUPS ARE USEFUL FOR IDENTIFYING UNNECESSARY INTERNAL
CONTROLS

In order to assess the focus group process, we asked participants to complete an
evaluation form at the end of each focus group. Specifically, we asked their opinions
about (1) how effective the focus group method was for identifying problematic internal
controls, (2) whether the focus group concentrated on the most appropriate issue areas,
and (3) how the process could be improved.

Participants strongly believe that the focus group process yields high quality information
about unnecessary internal controls. Almost all--96 pereent--of the participants believe
that focus groups are an effective method for identifying problematic internal controls.
Approximately one-third of these participants believe that it is very effective. In addition,
94 percent of participants believe that the focus group discussion, which was based on the
CIP definition of internal controls, concentrated on the most appropriate issue areas.

A few participants suggested changes that they believe would improve the process.
Although we sent letters specifically describing the discussion areas to all participants
prior to each focus group, several stated that they would have been better prepared if they
had received more information and examples of internal controls before the session.
Other participants believe that 90 minutes is not long enough for the focus group.
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CONCLUSIONS

FOCUS GROUPS ARE AN EFFECTIVE MEANS OF IDENTIFYING INTERNAL
CONTROLS THAT MAY BE UNDULY BURDENSOME OR UNNECESSARY;
HOWEVER, THE NEXT STEP IS TO FOLLOW UP TO IDENTIFY THE REASON
FOR EACH CONTROL BEFORE MODIFYING OR ELIMINATING IT

The focus group method provides an effective forum for initial identification and
discussion of problematic internal controls. It allows internal control reviewers to identify
the controls that cause the most problems for staff--those that most negatively affect their
morale and their ability to do their jobs. It alSOallOWSreviewers to identify controls that
might not have been identified using a “top-down” approach. Finally, it helps clarify why
staff are concerned about specific controls.

Once the controls are identified, the next step is to determine the reason for each control,
take action, and provide feedback to staff. The focus groups provide a starting point for
analysis. Obtaining the perspectives of the people who developed, imposed, and oversee
each control is important in determining if a control should be retained, modified or
eliminated.

AGENCIES’ EFFORTS TO REDUCE INTERNAL
INCOMPLETE WITHOUT FIELD STAFF INPUT

CONTROLS ARE

Field staff identified controls that headquarters reduction efforts would probably not
identify because many of them are operation~ and do not appear in written procedures.
More than half of the controls staff identified involve layers of approval that are unique to
a particular agency and, sometimes, to a particular field office. Field staff can contribute
useful information about revising controls that affect them. In addition, the actual process
of surveying staff can have a positive effect on employee empowerment and morale.

ONGOING EFFORTS TO REDUCE INTllRNAL CONTRO~ ARE NECESSARY
TO PREVENT THEIR PROLIFERATION

The large number of unnecessary internal controls identified by staff is partially related to
the lack of a continuous effort to weed out and eliminate them. At the same time,
managers and agency watchdogs such as the General Accounting Office and the Office of
Inspector General’s Office of Audit Services frequently identify vulnerabilities and the
need for more internal controls based on reviews of agency programs. An on-going
internal controls review effort will be necessary to avert another build-up of unnecessary
controls after agencies meet the President’s S0 percent reduction requirement.

NEXT PHASES OF THE INSPECTION

This report will be followed by two additional inspection phases, each resulting in a
separate report. First, we will provide PHS with a list of eve~ internal control identified
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by staff as unduly burdensome or unnecessary. At the same time, we will develop a
methodology to analyze the controls identified by staff and test this methodology using a
sample of controls we select in association with PHS and the Office of the Secretary.
This methodology should help agencies determine the reason for each control and enable
them to decide whether the control should be retained, modified, or eliminated.
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APPENDIX A

LETTER TO PHS STAFF

DEPARTMENTOPHEALTH&HUMANSERVICES Offlcd of InspoctofOwwal

Offic-nof Evdoatlomand Inapectiona

{DATE}
50United NatIons P142a,Roam *1
San Franc18co,CA W@

{FIRSTNAME} (LASTNAME}
{AGENCY}
{ADDRESS}
{CITY}, {STATB} {ZIP}

Dear {TITLE} {LASTNAME}:

when vii ResidentGore Xdeasedthe NationalPerformanceReview (NPR) on
~ 7, 1W3, a kt of F- e-mployea hoped that it would simplify and improve
their work lives by empoweringthem and eliminating useless red tape. One issue thatthe
NPR ddressd was the overabundanceof internalcon~ls--rquirements, directives, and
guiddnes-that we must follow, even thoughthey are not requiredby statuteor
ma.

Immediakly aftet the release of theNPR,PresidentClinton signed an Executive Order
requiringthatall Federatdepartmentsand agencies reduce tilr internalcontrols by
50 percentby 1996. our ~--the Ofk of Evaluationand Inqxctions within the
OHk of InspectorGenera&is assisting the Office of the Secretaryin its effort to meet
thk goal by conductinga MH studyOninternalWWOIS. As partof our study, we are
interviewingand ~~g focus groupswith Public Healti Service (PHS) staff in San
F~, San Jose, Atameda,and Sacramento. Our goal is to provide the Offke of the
Secretaryand PHS {and AGENCY} centraloffices with the “regionalperspective”on
internalamtrols.

ButweA yourlwlp.We’dlti toknow your thoughtsabout the internalcxmtrolsthat
you must follow evesy day-what works, what doesn’t work, and what should be changed.
‘1’hkwedr we’ll be wi@ulhig inwiews ti focus groups with a sample of {AGENCY]
statY. We want you to thii not only aboutcontrols imposed by {AGENCY} but also
aboutcontrols imposedby othw HHS Wd nan-ws agsmcies, such as the OfYiceof the
AssistantSecre4q for Health, the Office of the Secretary, the Regional Administmtive
SupportCm@r, the Office of ManagementandBudgel, the Genesal Services
Administration,and& ~lce Ofp~ti Manage~[. Somequestions you might

want to thinkaboutprior to your interviewor focus gwup include:

● Whichdecisioftslappwvah aw not mode & the most appropriate st~or
managementf.??wl?

● Am there specI~c guidelines, procedure manuals, or other direm”vesand
memos thaI are unnecessarilyprescriptive ? Cm&i they be reduced,
simp@d, or eliminated?
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● An?ynbspending a Io#oftim completingwports or&rMophg data #tat
-U&~r-pk s&tihor Mbngersem~seMa
qtkl pupae?

● Whtu@ceprocedms seem W* bummcmic?

● Canyou S@&.U dtertsatiws to mnbus conttvk?

Wehopethat youwitlfeel freetospeak candidlysbout yourexpcsiences andsuggdions.
Informath ftom all of ous interviewsandfocus groupswill remainanonymous. Fed
fmetocall usifyou kulvean yquestionsorconccrnsaboutthe StudymifyOUWOOMlike
to discusscertaincontsoisoutsideof the intavicw or focus groupsetting. In addMm to
our regularoffice tclqbnc number(415-556-6830), we have a toll-fkccnumber
(1-8CW54-861O)for thoseof you who wouldlike to call us ikornoutsideof the office.
% you d, pbe ask to speakwith BradRoM OfBeth Ckhliker. We CSpSCidy
*@ btitiwof~u wtimtidmly *~@@ti*titifms
groupsor interviews,

Yourinputis vital in our efforts to reduceinternalcontrols. We look forwardto talking
with you.

sincerely yours,. .

@AL4
.

Kayc b.Kidwell

RegionalInspectorGcnersl
for Ev’duationsnd h’lsptZtiOnS
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APPENDIX B

FOCUS GROUP QUESTION ROUTE

INTERNALCOPWROLSINSPECTION

Queaioa Route-Focw Group Intcnkws

acts to001

MI@ WJlniasWM rcflwhtnalts, Mtncteat,and greeting dleet question

0:01 to M5

-You fircotningtaday.J~_ andthisL$_and wean?
otulystsintheOIG~ of Ewdm”oN and Inqtedom hen?in Regm”

h~ti~htirw ~ti~, w~bwdngw”hhh~’s
CWhUOUS hnptvwnwtt l+vgtwn in tis@on to make internalcontrm%by 50pfrcent by
19%. Ow gosh an?to &wLapa list qfintetnal anttml$ thatPHS stq$suggest be
Ciuangedor dimiwed. ~~&,wsetiafmoJti,&t*ti~to
their originating@kc, to &ternu”netheir cumnt value. Additional~, W am eying W
dmlqv a pmocol metMalogyJw agencies to titifi their own adaYtionalcontmk. We
will tvpotl on the @ixtiwness of our wing@cu.t gtvups at at the regional I.etwl.

~~lbtth~ qfyn am probably tiring: “What& you mean by internal
. @uinuaw lnyvvwment Ptvgmtt ha @/id internalcontrolsw

l?o~ ‘N3POSTER]an itqmitionbyanorganisational unit upon another #a
W@WU@U@r apptmd ~decisions or activities, gtdaianceor pmcedurm. .or npmting
#i@ttmatlam W%ilcntany@these cantmls m necessary and help you do yomrjobs
P~.wwJ@be. Wewouki liketahearjhnn youaboutdtose thntatenot.

Wewvtddliketohear,for ample, about w+unthem are three signatures m~”red
m a memo whenit coukijwl be signed by the person who wrote it. Or tnaybe
thtm?atv guididksthatamobsohve,or gtiintk wwy, orowwwmwary. For
m, a _er h Sytim that also has to have apgperfonnjllled out. Or
@YOM h@ do@ mpoting q@wwtts, but it seem that no one ever weir the
&ta YOUw#wtt. Far example, the GSAMotor Pool nywtt ewn thoughGSA no
kmgerbats at#w aiata.

@r inspeU&n@cuseSon the Vq@ttal perspectiw * @ PHS St@ ObOUt the itttet?td

COtttmh tha! you how to W& withewty day, Wehaw tnwmain goals here taioy:

lhejlrst is to &wi@p a list qfintemal controls in (PHS, IHS, FDA)that you
WNtkisuggest be ma@Ud or elittdnated. Ike tnay be muds that are
~ty, OW* bu&tMmte, or obsolete. As you can seejknn this list here,
them m ntany mmtu why an internalcantml may need to be changed or
eliminated. ~INT TO POSTER]

T
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INTERNALCONlltOLS INSPE13TON

*&Xt74td@di ftO/MiO?itit#tk.WCOnttVk, tojlndout Wchqfthesemost
ne&ltivelybynlcts your wdp?wiucti~ and W+tichQfthe.$eit is nux?timportant
Jbrttrto@loW lpalL

h a bteTsta& #ou?@wfiott,w tiljbw OHS(WW of these intGtico#Ivk
andtmce thewt&dtothe q@ceorindiWual tiinitiotd themto&tennine
their-uweandwke. ?WwWalJO$e sharing theaafnpkspmi&d byall
*~g~Ak*mWPHS&k~m@&~cm
deci$e hre tojimu theirintema lcontmlreduuion e#brts.

m~wk~~kw wktiwmlokw ti~fint-w
expeiiettcu with internalcontmk in (PHS, IHS, FDA). We’?t?doing this in a srvup
seJtittgso thatyour kiearcan bttiti@#the i&ar~others ondwvmgetaui&r
mnge Qfimighn. We nvuki like you to think#to&y’s meeting mom @os a wtti group
than al att interview.

Asyoucan see, ne how a @w momkrset up. We w“ll$e taping a loterponion of this
WssiOR. ~titimw ~mtmme~w wtitisdkre+. Wedon’t
wnttomiss ~t#w#totyott howtasoy, Pleareunderstond thotalthough we are
nxonting, pmwname n.iIIntXbamdated withany mmotiyou ntakehere. So, pi?ose
fwijke to erpnw youmefopenly.

We will keq yttr mvna mt@dentiaL Wedo m name individual in our repotts.

Does anyonehave any qttem”oufbe$brew get started?

Owtoolo

Let’s get stated. I’d Uketo begin by hearingj’jvtn each qfyou. [ALTERNATE
BETWEEN THESETWOQUESTIONSIN SESSIONS]

1 Me4UeteutUyour na?neandwhataMyournulst ondleastjilvOritepartsl#
-w
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INTERNALCONTROLSINSPECI’ION

o:lotoo12

[GO OVBR THE BRMW’NJRMINGRULESON THE POSTER]

~w~~tia~dwm mtiiti~t~dti e~~~a-. W%en
tMnkingtlboWintemalwntrols* thi*aboutlw#wnentsset WonyoumPW@em
yurimmdate ~rMsorallthe waynpto Bill Clintm l%ereqtthwnetttxcotddcome
@n within PHS or twtdak, even outsi& HHS, such as OMB, GSA, or OPM mntds.

@er that, W*W@tg to do swne brainstomdng. Jtw call out an internal mnnvl that
pubeIietwisshobdd bechangedor eliminatdand mullwn’teit down on thejlip
chtut. Yotl&mst need to go around the mom in onZ71’d lihz you 10keep these ntla in
mind, however NINT TO XW3STER]

● Pltmsespeak oneatatitne.
● Bdug qp evwy Uwyou h. Iumiezstand that-e ?fyoujobs amWY

~-~ theIX&t’siR this mom. Please make sun?to bring up intend
contmlt Au apply to you em #they may not qvpty to the others.

● k’s ok to wuntionsmwtMng /fyou ‘m not sum (fit’s reqw”redby statute or not.
● Do not make valuejdgements about okherpe@e’s suggestions. We am trying to

gaallthekksti
● EMnLUexpkin your mvnpk in &tail at this point. We will have timefor that

W.
9 Andjlnally, it is day gsomeone repeatssomethingalreadysaid.

I haw thnx pmba that may help yw thinkabout spec~c contrw% I’m going to ark
abow mquiwd qvptvmk, then guidelina andptoceduws, and then wpom”ng
tv~”nmkents. In a jlnal round, W mullpickup any controls that don‘tjit these categories
ormaybeytnt didn’tgetachanu tosay intheearlier rounds. Butplease donotwwy
about * categories your aamplesjit into. Bringthem up when the occur to you.

Togetthings scatted..
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~AL ~N’1’ROI.S INSPEC’ITON

o12too20

. ..l’dlikepto thittkabouttintes whenyotthaw hadto get written or oral qprovai@r
activitie$Orp+xl. wet??then?anytimes*R appnnwhadto w?ne@nt an
m~~? (w~pmk’ WetwtheManytitnestinapprowaln vttkihaw
been mom ~-iww @cient--c~~ a iinwr ietvl?) Let’s take ajkw
~ to think#some.... OK, some @you id tvady to start giving cmnpies.

[AFI’ERSMINUTES OR WHENSUGGESTIONSDIE DOWN]

020 to 028

tiI’d&~@ tititi~n im~-mttigtiprwk Anthem
_ _-M. Pww manuals, or other directives and memos that aw
nnnecesariiy ptucdptk? Or maybeparts @these documentsthat am too ttwtticrive?
Agabt, you ’ilhaw a iittiequiet tittu to think ... OK. amyau nmdy to giwsome exampks?

[AFTER8 MINUTESOR WHENSUGGESTIONSDIE DOWN]

028 to 036

SUit&ittg W to Nptittg tequimnents, am them any repom’ngor data requirements
thatywhaw to#t#lUthattk notseent worth the efott? Are thereany that do not
-to~ -Ofdl OrseetnWbe obsolete? Takeafewtnoments .. .. Pkosegiw

[AFTER8MINUTES OR WHENSUGGESTIONSDIE DOWN]

0:36 to 044

SO*, W ‘u kdked about qpmwai requirements,writtengui&lines, d tqmting
requi~. Best&r the otus *’w iisted eariier, & you experienceany atlter intemai
uwtttds W negatkly inymct pur ability to woti pmductheiy? Pleme give examples,

[AFI’ER8MINuTEs OR_ SUGGESTIONSDIE DOWN:]
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INTERNALCONTROLSINSPECI’ION

044 to 052

[~ =AWLILS, REMEMBER‘IX)LOOKFOR ONESTHAT ARE NOT
CLEARLYIIW’ERNALCONTROIAJAND PROBEABOUT THEMl

~,itkmkslike wehawapmtty goodsizedlist hem. Btybmwegoo ntothenext
stage, &es anytntenwttt IOchangethe wvdng ~ony itenu on the list? ~AKE CARE
OF ANY MODIFICATIONSAND ADDED DETAIL.]

Doesattyune hawanyquutiotu about attyka Wottt&liso? (’MKEQUESTION
AND D- ‘K) THE PERSON(S)WHONOMINATEDTHE lTEM.]

052 to 057

In this ttat stage, w wnt tofid out +ich qfthe ittternalcontmk listed eariier most
ne@tive/y itnpactyottr W&p*v@. I’d like you to thinkobout Wch, /fatty, you
& sttggti $e changedor eliminatedaltogether. Each of you tifiw dots, or ‘wxes.’
I’d like you to &cide Wdd item am the most ittportontfor w to discurs in mom detail
andt&nw@ owrandputyour dOtmtO them. Youcanuse momthanonedotottan
item, or ewt tdljk, fyou thinkit is molly impottatu. ~AIT WHILETHEY WALK
AND Vm.]

057 to 1:21 [8 MINUTESEAcHl
PICKTHE THRBBTOP V~ GE’I’TERSFOR FURTHERDISCUSSION.PROBE
ON EACH]

Wataavtheptvblemr withthiscofttml? Whyluwitbeen ghwtasanexampleif
a UmtroJthat shouhik n@’ied or eliminated? Does it tvduce your ability to h
-w P-w? IREFERTo POSTER]

IWatisthemmonjiw thecontml?
[PROBE W h contd accomplishitspurpose?]

WnZ h P suggat k done with this internalcontrol? Vote: Keep it, Mod#jIit
FROBE HOW?], or Eliminateit. It’s OK not to we fyou don’t know or abtt’t
haWlm@niolL

W%at@a or #tat petson shotdd be contactedfor more iqfonnationolwut this
itttemal Cotttml?

~ THEREIS ENOUGHTIMEREMAINING,RUN THROUGH THE PROBESON
AN(YI’HERINTBRNALCONTROLFROMTHELIST.]
1Sthem&r internalcotttlvlottthelistthatanyOfyou would like to discms in mom
detailRow?
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INTERNAL CONTROLS INSPECTION

1:21 to 1:2s

~FTHE PROBESWERE NOT RUN THROUGH ON ALL NOMINATIONS,SAY:] I
mwgnbdat wdidnothaw titnetaday todiscufs aU#thecontmLf you Usted. We
ndghtwmtto beablewcantact some~you, kmmvr, toltkarnmore &tai”lraboutthese
n?wtainiagcantrvk Doaattyewn nttobeth ecarttactpersonforth kone? Howabout
this one? etc. (WRITE DOWN THE NAMES OF THE PEOPLETO BE
REC~ACl13D.]

1:25 to 1:29

Ourtime &aboutup, but bqbtv w close, I’d like to giw you an oppwlunity to say
-mtelw~hawonyownthtd. DOyOU?taWanydtingektoOdd?

1:29 to 1:30

lhmk yaujbr your input tday. Yourialw wi”llbe t@cted in our repon to the
Seclvtaly’s CbntkoW w~ nt Pmgtwn. 7hi.t repon will be awilable at t%eend M
W Caktt&r Yw.

I will be ~ to tak with any c#yau to talk infitir &tail about internalcotttmb. We
canmeetlwi~n ow,youc anc alleither or nte at 415-55b-6%30,and we ako
haw a WU-j’hxnuntberyou can caU 1-8W8S4-8610.

Pleasemnanbtr w fill out the evaluadons.

Ag&, our thalk go to ead of youforpartici@n”ng in today’s disctusion.
~ AT THE END OF THE DAY] Feelfree to help younelws to the remaining
@dmtenw b$bm you go.
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APPENDIX C

FOCUS GROUP CHECKLIST

INmRNAL CoNrRou MATERIAISCHECKLISTFORINTERVIEWS

Locetim:

#Dey8at L4xatbm Datex

# FOCU8GfoupSeedoix # Peoplein Focus(3roupK
# srndl GroupSedml: #People hlslndl Chuupx
# IO&idud InterView + # ImJivkhlds: +

Total# SeuioIW = Total# People: .

INTERNALCONlltOLS M-s neededcbeckht I # NEEDED I # READY

MATERJAU$NSEDSD FOR ALL INTERVIEWS

Meterid6fir OIGparlicipmtx

Scheduleof peopleto be interviewedinwblclreetting leach

Quationrauteforfbcusgroup Iwwb

-- for individualandEm811groupWlewl

Qu40drepegee forprobee(wvereltbreachsedorl)

No@ped8folnotetakers leach

Busii cwds

Roommqmmmts (maimscheckintbereadycolumn)

TraveJ~emenM (makea checkin tbereadycolumn)

~TERIAU$ NEEDEDFQR SMALL GROUPANDINDIVIDUALINTERVIEWS

Hami+w~

CIPletenrd Coatrolsrk#dtkm on8.5byll

IMerrrd anMrol *ibuta thel prompt dii”an or modMic#”bn on
8.5 by 11

Interd C43ntmbIiet developingWorklk@ by4ategoria

MATERIAU NEEDEO FORFOCUSGROUPlNTERVJEWS

ClockWidl -y to d mhmte display I 1 I
Posme:

CkeuingIbeeu 2

CJPIntemIic081misdethilh pCreteJ 1

Gramdrukpoetel 1

Intend coXml~ibuta bet promptelimination or modMcdtion 1
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IRemfdhlidwkes: I

PorWe .eds 2

P8dsoflinedflipchertpaper 2

cO1OM(iQ9&&pats 10

I RolkoflnMk*tepe I 2 I
Largebllldaclip I 6-8 I

Mtials for &rau group rqoodeats:

NemoUMS

Cdoddot8(* iiMoeetsofthedm4)

GSA lull-pointpan

Notqmrla
*
Refr~:

COffee

mwlnlm40tV01 1

~ ~, st&rus,Napti,Straws

SugM,swe@& 14w, andCraarna

Tray 1
i
I cook of muffins,fruit I I I
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APPENDIX D

~ GROUP& TIPS FORMOD~’10R AHDASSISTANTS*

Allshould mskesumtheenviroamsntisnon-tbrddng. Useaamvemehon“ al, lathexthan
authoritative,tone, Beforcdksaion starta,havepurpmefulsmall talkand ragged
-. ModcraWand assktantssbouldwoidanybodylan guagethetsig mdsapprovaior
die. Avoid W nodding. hid @wing your ~ o@NOIVJ. Avoid comments
like “excdent” or “great”Whulsomebodyexpxessesan idea.

Modemtorskndd havequestionroutinsmsmorkd. PrsKdcebe@nningandclosing remarks.
kmsnberthe questions,pmbes,an dtransitionmmsrkssoyoudon’t havetorefer tonotes.
Modaator Aouklmmemba thetime limit. stay within thenumbcx of minutes suggested.

Modaator shouldideatify tk talkativeand reticent @kipants. ~W in reticent
-PB, maybethroughestablishingeye contwt. Modaator shouldnot rushin with the
next questionif thereis a minorMl, becausepeople maybe takingturnsto say whatthey
want. usea 5 Secondpause.

Tapeti thediscussion.Decide inadvance whowill bereqonsibk foropemtingthe
tapemcordsr. Have extracassct& readilyavailable. Occasb@y check the machineto see
thatthe melsare moving. lbeptrack oftime~so paethe~lxforeyou
10SCmy of the dixwssion (e.g. ifevayone is qui~ duringthe time.we trar off a ilip+wt
pagetotape itonthewall).

During bnimmnkg asistants will Ieglblywritedown brainstormeditems on flip-charts.
F@4artm are res&nsible for makingchangesor corrdans to the items duringthe. .
dmtksmn stage.

Assistantssboukttake~wMtitia~hww~k. Moderatorshotddnottake
extensive~. Assktantsshouldsit where they can observeall participmts. One should
sitnear the door, ifpossibk,incssew~mminw. llieassistant ashouidalwjot
down nfm-verbelsMemnts, likean9d ofagrecmat orashakeof disappval. Ifthereisa
round-tabkresponseto a qumtkm(or a vote), tally those responses.

ASSktMb UC HptX15ii f0rwritingintheinf ormtion karnedin theprobesection. ‘l’hey
sholddhave amghprobeguida avaiMktothem. Althoughwehaveschedukdt hnefor
thraepmbo saies, itispossibk thatwe&vetime@&~, so bringextras. Assistants
Shouadmekesurethey write inthename of theintesnalcotltrolbeingdwussedonthe
correctprobeguides.

AIIshouldd- and writea summaryimmediatelyafk the session.

“ IM8uwvtig-tipmtitigawshn qfQViceof
~a and Iaspecdons #t#by Richat$ A. Knugar, fi.D., efthe Univanity of
M~

TIPS ON FOCUS GROUPS
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APPENDIX E

BRAINSTORMING RULES

-o- -?

THINK.,,THEN BRAINSTORMt
Think:

- Take a few moments at first to think of some
examples Use the scratch paper if you like.

~ Think about controls at all levels-from your
direct supervisoron up to President Clinton. 1

( Brainstorm:

- There is no need to go around the room
in order. Just call out your example I

- Pleaseonly talk one at a time, so we can write
down everyone’sexamples

- Offer every idea that comes to you.
i

~ Do not worry if your example is mandated
b statute or not. We will have time to find
{t at out later. $

~ Do not judge ideas Do not expressapprovalor
disapprovalfor the statementsof others during
brainstorming We will talk about them later.

()
- Give a minimum of explanationduring

brainstorming There will be time to clarify later.
4

- It is al@@ to repeat something already said.


